REMARKS 

1 Beginning at iht, bottom of pace 2 uf the Office Act ton claims >4 \s eic 
iC!tYteU undei judicial Iv-cieated docttme oi ub\ K>usnev-i\pe double patenting tOTDP) osei 
claims 1 and 2 oft S Pat No 5,o"^,-o"\ claims 1-3 of I S Pat No \5W H I . oi chum 1 of 
U.S. Pat. No. 5,356,810. 

The iciiYiion i-. ttaseised lot the following icasons 

la the Oifke Action ma tied 2 * Septembei f ( w ( >, one of die leieuions maintained against 
claims 2 C - >4 was that of O ( DP over chims of the b 10 patent 

\n \ppeal to the ( ouit of Appeals roi the 1- edcral ( iicutt v\a<- filed and the O f DP 
(ejection was hue fed b\ applicants as imptupei 

I ho Patent Office agreed the Sohcjtoi Mi John % helan tomimimcating to the 
undersigned piioi to the hunt Mutton lot Remand Itled 24 Septembei 2004 that as the claims 
*.ou Id not ha\e been combined in a single application because of the lack of common ov, tic t ship 
the tcieaton ss imptopet ctung In te Schneiiet W7 I 2d ISOl SPQ 2 U) OTP A I%S 

In \ jew thueof m a decision maded 28 iehtuaie 20(n the Boaid of Patent Appeals and 
huetfetcnees vacated the OTDP icjeetion o\et the 'SID patent 

The iXammei is united to contact Ms Janet Oongola of the ^oltcstuiN Office to discuss 
the aho\ e w hich is m the iccoru I he ot itrinal atti.it ne\ s w ho handled the appeal for the I' 
Patent Oiiice Mi Mm Wheian and Ms Ueathc \u\ang ate no lotigei employees of the Patent 
Otftce Ms Oongola can be t cached at "1 2~2 S7" 1 

Hence the rejection u\ et the MO patent js unptopet and lnu^t be leiuoA ed 

The thiee cited patents aie owned b\ < ifo'-Brocades and DSM N \ . ,ee the attached 
eopte^of the Assignment Abstract ofTuSc lot the three patents 

The instant appl ication has never been owned by any of the entities noted on those three 
Abstracts of Title, 
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App icatkm s-u i! s c Oi 4-^o{'> 

PeqiKst fi>t k^(.on kk-u)SKfiui! Re>poit<-e to l" Wn ,j _W;Of!i.A Viioti 

Hence fheie uc\ e: n as common m\ neiship of the thiee Cited patents and oi the nu>iant 
application Aecoidingh . hatred on the louie which kd to the k versa t of the icjtctiou ovu the 
SH) patent discussed abo\c uameh, that the claims could nut have been joined in a single 
application because common owneiship was lackmy, the lejeciion o\ct a!! three patent- must he 
removed. 

\kneovei the ie}ection ss grounded on either of the thiee cited patents \ll thtee of the 
patents ha\e the same unentne emits 1 he thiee patents aie associated m the i ejection h\ the 
disjimeme conjunction, "or " That meatu the cited patenu aie deemed equiv alcnt 1 lenee, if the 
rejection over the "Slu patent is tmpiopei so would be the lejection o\et equivalent patents the 
\So7 patent and the 7 U patent. 

1-malK, the '56" 1 patent is a dt\ isum of the MO patent and the n 1 1 patent is a 
continuation of the l SS0 patent fuithei supporury the identitv of the thiee patents Because the 
tejection over the \SiO patent is imptopef so too is the rejection o\et the patent and o\ei 
the v 7.l I patent. 

Accoidmuh , lot ail ol the lea-ons explained heietn and in the tetnrd, the t eject ion js 
improper and must be removed. 
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CONCLUSION 

Reexamination. leennMdeiatkm. ^nbdiawtil of the injection and eaiK notification of 
allowance ate lequested a^pecffuiK li am qutstkms icmam, the txammor i\ lequesied 
tespoLtiullv to Luntaot the undersigned at the hk ai j\Lhaoge Tinted heiemhebxs 

Respectfully submitted, 
MDIP LLC 
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